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Abstract: Systems for reusing packaging (e.g., refillable bottles for laundry detergent) have the
potential to reduce plastic waste and lower the environmental impact of delivering products to
consumers. However, despite the potential of reusable packaging, uptake of reuse systems is typically
low and so the present research investigated whether informing consumers about these benefits
increases their willingness to engage with reuse systems. A total of 969 participants were asked to
imagine buying consumer products, such as laundry detergent in refillable bottles, and were then
randomly allocated to either receive information on the potential environmental benefit of (i) their
using the scheme, (ii) the scheme as a whole, or (iii) no information. The findings suggested that the
information increased consumers’ awareness of the environmental impact of reuse systems but did
not increase their willingness to use such systems. This finding underscores the need for strategies
that go beyond mere dissemination of information, to circumvent obstacles that prevent willing
consumers from enacting desirable behaviours.

Keywords: plastic; packaging; reuse; refill; information; consumer willingness; consumer products;
environmental information

1. Introduction

Global plastic production has risen to 390 million metric tonnes annually [1], with a
significant portion allocated to packaging and other products that are typically disposed
of after use [2]. Packaging plays an essential role in protecting products and reducing
food waste [3,4]. However, once this function has been fulfilled, most of this packaging
rapidly becomes waste [5]. For example, in the UK alone, nearly 100 billion pieces of
plastic packaging are discarded annually, with only 12% being recycled [6]. The remainder
ends up in landfills or pollutes the environment, posing severe ecological and health
risks. Approximately 50% of plastics are used for single-use items [7]. Governments are
responding by banning single-use plastics and advocating for alternatives such as reusable
packaging systems [8].

Reusable packaging refers to packaging that is designed to be used multiple times,
thereby reducing waste, lowering demand for raw materials, and minimising environmen-
tal impacts, such as pollution and energy consumption [9–11]. Examples of reuse systems
include returnable containers like glass milk bottles and beer kegs, reusable shopping bags,
refill stations for products such as detergents and soaps, and reusable lunch containers
and water bottles that replace single-use plastics. These systems can contribute to a more
sustainable economy by reducing the environmental footprint of packaging [12]. However,
to confer benefit, people need to be willing to buy products in reusable packaging, and that
packaging must be used multiple times as intended [13].

Sadly, there are significant challenges engaging consumers with reuse systems, leading
to relatively low rates of uptake and concerns that consumers may not reuse packaging and
containers enough times to confer benefits over single-use alternatives. For example, the
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University of Sheffield in the UK implemented a system that enabled customers to buy hot
drinks and food from its catering outlets in reusable containers. However, two years after
the scheme was implemented, less than 10% of sales were in reusable containers [14]. Trials
are underway for refill systems for household products like laundry detergent (e.g., Lidl’s
partnership with Algramo [15]), but public data on uptake has yet to be released. One factor
that might contribute to low uptake of reuse systems is a lack of awareness of the potential
environmental benefits of reuse systems [16,17]. Although evidence suggests that most
people are now aware of—and worried about—climate change [18], the environmental
impact of choosing to purchase consumer products in reusable containers as opposed to
single-use containers is not necessarily obvious. Indeed, sophisticated lifecycle analyses are
needed to estimate the impact of different product delivery systems [19,20], meaning that
the average consumer is likely unaware of how their choices influence energy, water, and
CO2 consumption. Indeed, a report by the Bring It Back Fund cautions against assuming
that the public understands why reuse is preferable to recycling and suggests raising
awareness of the environmental benefits of switching to reuse, making the environmental
benefits tangible.

Digital technologies such as RFID (radio frequency identification), barcodes, magnetic
cards, and smart cards, are being employed in reuse systems [21,22] These technologies
facilitate enhanced tracking and management of products but may offer additional benefits.
For instance, these systems could be used to provide users with real-time data on the
environmental impact of their actions through an app. That is, when checking reusable
containers in or out, digital reuse systems could enable users to receive information on the
environmental benefits of their choices (e.g., purchasing products in reusable containers),
such as reductions in carbon dioxide emissions, water, and energy savings relative to
alternative choices (e.g., purchasing products in single-use containers). The present research
investigates whether providing information motivates users to engage with reuse systems
by clearly illustrating the direct benefits of their actions.

2. The Present Research

The present research hypothesises that providing information emphasising the en-
vironmental benefits of individual or collective reuse would have a positive effect on
consumers’ willingness to engage with reuse systems. We focused on a refill system for
laundry detergent in a supermarket context, as similar schemes are being trialled (e.g.,
Lidl’s partnership with Algramo [15], pilots conducted by Unilever [23]). We also decided
to evaluate the effect of providing information on individual behaviour (e.g., an individual
learns that they have reused 10 bottles, saving 3 kg of CO2 compared to using 10 single-use
bottles) as well as collective behaviour (i.e., the benefit of the system as a whole—e.g., an
individual learning that the system has been used 2000 times, saving 6064 kg of CO2).

The Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) [24] was used to identify pertinent beliefs
that could (i) be affected by information concerning the environmental impact of reuse and
(ii) predict willingness to engage with the system. Specifically, we assessed behavioural
beliefs (e.g., attitudes towards reusable products, perceived effectiveness, anticipated
emotions), normative beliefs (e.g., subjective norms), control beliefs (e.g., switching costs),
and proximal determinants of action, such as willingness. Willingness was measured rather
than intentions as specified by the TPB [24] because reuse systems are not yet mainstream,
and so people are unlikely to intend to use something that they have not yet had the
opportunity to use but may be willing to. The concept of willingness was developed
within the Prototype Willingness Model (PWM; [25]), which expands the TPB (included in
the PWM as a reasoned action pathway) to additionally specify a more reactive pathway,
captured by willingness. We also measured participants willingness to make trade-offs in
an effort to assess the depth of their commitment to sustainability (e.g., what might they
be willing to forego in order to make more sustainable choices?). Finally, we measured
participants awareness of the environmental impact of reuse systems to check that the
information we provided had the desired effect. Figure 1 illustrates the variables that were
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manipulated (i.e., information about the environmental impact of reuse) or measured (the
other variables) and the hypothesised relations (shown by arrows between the variables).
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Figure 1. Illustration of how information about the environmental impact of reuse might influence
willingness.

3. Methods

The study was pre-registered on the Open Science Framework (https://doi.org/10.1
7605/OSF.IO/APSH4).

3.1. Participants

G*Power [26] was used to estimate the required sample size. This analysis suggested
that N = 969 participants would provide 80 power to detect a small (f 2 = 10) difference
in willingness between participants who received information about the environmental
benefits of (i) their or (ii) others use of the system and (iii) participants who did not receive
information. The calculation was based on a fixed-effect, one-way, between-participants
ANOVA, with alpha = 0.05. We predicted a small-sized effect of providing information
based on previous research, which has typically found very small or no effects of environ-
mental information on pro-environmental behaviour [27,28]. A nationally representative
sample (UK) of 969 participants was recruited via Prolific (M age = 46.46, SD = 15.43,
range = 18 to 83, 51.3% female). The study took less than 10 min to complete, and partici-
pants were remunerated £1.50 for their time.

https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/APSH4
https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/APSH4
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3.2. Scenario

Participants completed an online survey hosted by Qualtrics (Qualtrics, Provo, UT,
USA). After reading an information sheet and giving consent, they were presented with
a scenario that asked them to imagine buying laundry detergent in a supermarket. They
were told that some products, such as laundry detergent, are packaged in reusable plastic
containers with digital chips that allow the containers to be scanned (e.g., at the point of
purchase, cleaning facility, etc.), which helps the provider manage the system (e.g., know
how many containers are waiting to be filled, are with customers). Participants were asked
to imagine using this scheme, including that they would need to return the empty bottles
to the collection point on their next shopping visit so that the bottles could be cleaned and
refilled, ready to be used again. Alongside reading the scenario, participants also had the
opportunity to watch a short video that illustrated how the digital reuse system would
work (see Figure 2 for screenshots).
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Figure 2. Screenshots from the video illustrating buying laundry detergent in reusable bottles.

3.3. Manipulation of Information

Participants were then randomly assigned to one of three conditions in a between-
subjects design: personal information, collective information, or no information. Partici-
pants in the information conditions were told that they could open an app at the refill point
to see the number of times that they had used the system (personal information condition)
or the system had been used (collective information condition) and the environmental
impact of this use relative to purchasing the same amount of laundry detergent in single-use
bottles. Figure 3 provides examples of the information that was provided to participants.
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Figure 3. Screenshots showing examples of the information that participants received on the environ-
mental impact of their behaviour (left panel) or the system as a whole (right panel).

Participants were presented with four metrics: (i) plastic consumption (i.e., number of
bottles saved), (ii) energy saved (MJ), (iii) water consumption (m3), and (iv) carbon (kg CO2
equivalent) to highlight the environmental impact. These values were estimated following
lifecycle analysis conducted by the TRACE project team (https://gtr.ukri.org/projects?
ref=10015760 (accessed on 1 July 2024)) and presented through a simulated app interface.
The presentation was designed to mimic receiving real-time notifications on an app and

https://gtr.ukri.org/projects?ref=10015760
https://gtr.ukri.org/projects?ref=10015760


Sustainability 2024, 16, 6599 6 of 12

included information on equivalent actions (e.g., that 66 MJ of energy is similar to that used
by a desktop computer over 8 days) to facilitate interpretation of the information.

3.4. Measures

After reading the scenario, participants completed measures to evaluate their beliefs
about reuse. These measures were presented in a randomised order.

Attitudes towards buying laundry detergent in reusable bottles were measured using
the stem “For me, buying laundry detergent in reusable bottles would be. . .”, followed
by seven 7-point semantic differential scales: (i) foolish-wise, (ii) bad-good, (iii) harmful-
beneficial, (iv) unenjoyable-enjoyable, (v) unpleasant-pleasant, (vi) unfavourable-favourable,
and (vii) negative or positive. These items were internally reliable (Cronbach’s alpha = 92)
and so were combined into a single index, with higher scores indicating a more positive
attitude towards reusable products.

Perceived Consumer Effectiveness (PCE) reflects individuals’ beliefs regarding their
ability to influence environmental issues through their purchasing choices [29]. Participants
were asked to indicate the extent to which they agreed with four statements on a 7-point
scale ranging from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’. For example, “Buying laundry
detergent in reusable bottles would help to reduce plastic pollution”. These items were
internally reliable (Cronbach’s alpha = 83) and were combined to form an index reflect-
ing participants beliefs about their ability to impact environmental issues through their
purchasing decisions.

Subjective norms were measured by asking participants to indicate their level of
agreement with three statements on a 7-point scale, ranging from ‘strongly disagree’ to
‘strongly agree’. For example, “The people who are important to you approve of you
buying laundry detergent in reusable bottles” These items demonstrated internal reliability
(Cronbach’s alpha = 85) and were combined to construct an index reflecting participants
beliefs about what important others think they should do.

Anticipated emotions were assessed using items developed by Vu and Nielsen [30].
Participants were asked to indicate their agreement with four statements on a 7-point scale.
For example, “I would feel good if I bought laundry detergent in a reusable bottle” and “I
would regret it if I bought laundry detergent in a single-use bottle when a reusable alterna-
tive was available”. The items demonstrated internal reliability (Cronbach’s alpha = 87)
and were combined to form an index reflecting the emotions that participants anticipated
experiencing if they purchased detergent in reusable bottles.

Switching costs were assessed using items developed by Jones, Mothersbaugh, and
Beatty [31], which gauge consumers’ perceptions of the costs of switching from buying
laundry detergent in single-use bottles to buying detergent in reusable bottles. Participants
were asked to indicate their agreement with a series of statements on a 7-point scale.
For example, “Switching to buying laundry detergents in reusable bottles would entail
a significant investment of time and effort for me” and “Overall, transitioning to buying
detergents in reusable bottles would be inconvenient”. These items were internally reliable
(Cronbach’s alpha = 92) and were combined into a single index, where higher scores
indicated a higher perceived cost of switching to reusable alternatives.

Participants’ willingness to purchase laundry detergent in reusable bottles was eval-
uated by asking participants to rate their agreement with three statements on a 7-point
scale: “I would be willing to buy laundry detergent in reusable bottles”, “I will buy laundry
detergent in reusable bottles”, and “I am likely to buy laundry detergent in reusable bot-
tles”. The items exhibited internal reliability (Cronbach’s alpha = 93) and were combined
into a single index, with higher scores indicating a greater willingness to purchase laundry
detergent in reusable bottles.

Willingness to make trade-offs was assessed using items adapted from Vu and
Nielsen [30] to gauge the strength of consumers’ dedication to purchasing laundry de-
tergent in reusable bottles. Participants were asked to indicate their agreement with five
statements on a 7-point scale. For example, “I would buy laundry detergent in reusable
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bottles even if the quality is slightly lower than laundry detergent in single-use bottles”
and “I would buy laundry detergent in reusable bottles even if the performance is slightly
lower than conventional options”. The items demonstrated internal reliability (Cronbach’s
alpha = 85) and were combined into a single index, where higher scores indicate a greater
willingness to make trade-offs to purchase laundry detergent in reusable bottles.

Awareness of the environmental impact of reuse systems was assessed using measures
adapted from Pinos, Hahladakis, and Chen [32]. Participants were asked to rate their
agreement with four statements on a 7-point scale. For example, “I feel informed about the
environmental impact of buying laundry detergent in reusable bottles” and “It’s easy for
me to observe and comprehend the environmental impact of buying laundry detergent in
reusable bottles”. These statements exhibited internal reliability (Cronbach’s alpha = 89)
and were combined into a single index, where higher scores indicate greater awareness of
the environmental impact of reuse systems.

3.5. Approach to Analysis

To ascertain participants beliefs about reuse systems (e.g., attitudes, norms, willing-
ness to use the system, and willingness to make trade-offs), we computed the means and
standard deviations for each measure. To check that presenting information on the envi-
ronmental impact of personal or collective action indeed increased participants awareness
of the environmental impact of engaging with reuse systems as intended, we conducted a
3-between (condition: personal information, collective information, no information) ANOVA
with awareness of the environmental impact of reuse systems as the dependent variable.

The main hypotheses and analyses designed to test them were pre-registered on
the Open Science Framework (https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/APSH4). A univariate
ANOVA was used to investigate whether providing information on the environmental
impact of action influenced participants willingness to use the reuse system. Information
regarding the environmental impact of buying laundry detergent in reusable bottles was
the independent variable (i.e., information provided vs. not provided), and willingness to
buy laundry detergent in reusable bottles was the dependent variable.

MANOVA was used to investigate the impact of information on other beliefs. The
independent variable was information regarding the environmental impact of buying
laundry detergent in reusable bottles (three levels: personal information, collective infor-
mation, and no information). The dependent variables were participants’ attitudes towards
buying laundry detergent in reusable bottles, perceived consumer effectiveness, anticipated
emotions, subjective norms, switching costs, and willingness to make trade-offs.

4. Results
4.1. Beliefs about Digital Reuse Systems

Table 1 presents descriptive statistics regarding various beliefs about digital reuse
systems under different informational conditions. On average, attitudes towards reuse
were quite positive (M = 6.53, SD = 1.34), participants were convinced that their behaviour
could influence the environment (i.e., was effective, M = 5.81, SD = 0.99), and participants
were willing to engage with the reuse system (M = 5.61, SD = 1.20). Participants believed
that significant others would approve of their buying laundry detergent in reusable bottles
(M = 5.50, SD = 1.05) and anticipated positive emotional outcomes from using these systems
(M = 5.21, SD = 1.21). Participants evidenced some concerns about the challenges of
switching from single use to reusable options (M = 3.31, SD = 1.47) but seemed moderately
willing to make trade-offs necessary to adopt reusable alternatives (M = 4.95, SD = 1.13).

https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/APSH4
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics for beliefs about reuse systems as a function of condition.

Personal
Information Social Information No Information

M SD M SD M SD

Awareness of environmental impact 5.62 0.93 5.57 1.00 5.15 1.16
Attitudes towards reuse 6.57 1.34 6.52 1.34 6.48 1.35

Perceived effectiveness of reuse 5.86 0.98 5.83 0.94 5.74 1.04
Anticipated emotions 5.28 1.21 5.18 1.25 5.17 1.18

Subjective Norms 5.47 1.04 5.57 1.04 5.46 1.08
Switching costs 3.34 1.48 3.34 1.42 3.25 1.50

Willingness to use system 5.65 1.18 5.62 1.19 5.58 1.25
Willingness to make Trade-offs 5.01 1.12 4.96 1.16 4.87 1.12

4.2. Manipulation Check

To examine whether receiving information on the environmental impact of personal
or collective action increased participants awareness of the environmental impact of en-
gaging with reuse systems, a one-way ANOVA was conducted. The main effect of the
condition was significant (F(2, 969) = 20.01, p < 001). Participants were more aware of
the environmental impact of using reusable laundry detergent bottles when they received
information regarding the environmental impact of their behaviour (M = 5.62, SD = 0.93) or
the collective impact of others behaviour (M = 5.57, SD = 1.00) than when they received no
information (M = 5.15, SD = 1.16).

4.3. Impact of Information on Willingness to Engage with the Digital Reuse Systems

A two-between (condition: information on personal or collective impact vs. no in-
formation) ANOVA with willingness as the dependent variable suggested no significant
difference in willingness to engage with the reuse system as a function of receiving infor-
mation on the environmental impact of reuse relative to single use (F(2, 967) = 0.35, p = 554,
eta2 = 0.00).

4.4. Impact of Information on Beliefs about Reuse Systems

To examine whether receiving information regarding the environmental impact of
personal or collective action influenced beliefs about reuse systems and associated be-
haviours, a three-between (condition: personal information, collective information, and
no information) MANOVA was conducted. The multivariate effect of condition was not
significant (F(14, 1920) = 1.06, p = 391, eta2 = 0.01), suggesting that the information did not
influence participants beliefs.

5. Discussion

Reusing containers and packaging holds promise for reducing waste and mitigat-
ing the broader environmental impact of consumer goods like food and household prod-
ucts [11]. However, despite the availability of reuse systems, uptake has remained relatively
low to date [33]. The present research investigated whether providing consumers with
information about the environmental impact of their actions affects their willingness to
engage with the reuse system and their beliefs about it. This hypothesis is intuitively
appealing—reuse is a relatively new idea, particularly for some product categories (e.g.,
household products like laundry detergent), and the environmental benefits of such product
delivery systems are not easily observable by those using the systems—indeed, estimating
the environmental impact of systems requires sophisticated life cycle analysis [13,19,34].
This has led to calls for strategies to emphasise the environmental benefits of reuse [17].
Digital reuse systems that require people to use an app to check out or return containers
offer the opportunity to present such information and increase users’ awareness of the
environmental impact of their actions, or the scheme as a whole.
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In contrast to our hypotheses, however, the present research did not find evidence that
providing information increased participants’ willingness to engage with reuse systems.
Furthermore, although providing information about the environmental impact of actions
raised participants awareness of the environmental impact of the reuse system as intended,
there was no indication that the information influenced consumers’ (i) attitudes towards
reuse, (ii) subjective norms with respect to purchasing laundry detergent in reusable bottles,
(iii) perceived costs of switching from a single use to a reuse system, or (iv) anticipated
emotions associated with such purchases. Taken together, the findings do not support the
idea that providing information to consumers about the environmental benefits of reuse
systems impacts their willingness to use the reuse system or alter their beliefs about it.

Our findings corroborate prior research that suggests information and education alone
are rarely sufficient to influence behaviour. For example, Colombo et al. [35] point out
that awareness and concern about climate change rarely translate into action, perhaps
in part because approaches that seek to provide information and raise awareness fail to
account for factors that could undermine the translation of pro-environmental intentions
into action (e.g., relatively automatic, visceral reactions to reusing containers that may
have been used previously [36]). Similarly, Mastria, Vezzil, and De Cesarei [37] found that
information concerning the safety or justifying the increased cost of reusable packaging did
not influence consumers’ willingness to pay for reusable packaging. Finally, Pott et al. [38]
did not find evidence that providing information about cleaning reduced people’s concerns
about contamination when reusing containers. Together with evidence across a series of
studies, including the present research, that people are generally willing to engage with
reuse systems (e.g., [28]), these insights suggest that enabling reuse at scale does not require
changing minds but rather designing and providing systems that do not present barriers to
willing consumers (e.g., add complexity relative to single use). In other words, we reach the
same conclusion as a recent review by Albaraccin et al. [39], decision-makers and planners
“...should focus on interventions that enable individuals to circumvent obstacles to enacting
desirable behaviours rather than targeting salient but ineffective determinants of behaviour
such as knowledge and beliefs” (see also [40]).

Limitations and Future Directions

The strengths of the present research include the experimental design that randomly
allocated participants to conditions, thereby isolating the effect of information on par-
ticipants’ responses, and the recruitment of a sample that was broadly representative of
the UK population. However, it is also worth bearing in mind two limitations. First, the
research relied on hypothetical scenarios and assessed participants likely rather than actual
responses. This decision was taken to maintain experimental control (i.e., it was relatively
easy to directly manipulate what information participants received), but also because
measuring actual responses to an opportunity to purchase consumer goods in reusable
containers would have required partnering with a retailer and/or brand owner, which may
have biassed both who took part (e.g., we would only have been able to recruit people
who shopped at that store and/or bought that product) and participants responses, which
may have been shaped by prior experience with the shop or brand. However, responses
to hypothetical scenarios may not accurately reflect the complexities of real-life decisions
about reusable packaging, including practical considerations like time pressure and more
automatic influences on behaviour like habits and emotions. For example, research on the
hot-cold empathy gap [41] suggests that people may underestimate the effect of emotions
on their behaviour. Given that the present research did not find evidence that information
about the environmental impact of reuse systems influences participants’ responses, we
do not believe that the use of hypothetical scenarios is a significant limitation. However,
should future research using such scenarios identify potentially effective strategies for
promoting reuse, it would be useful to also test them in a real-world context.

Second, the present research measured people’s willingness to use the reuse system
as opposed to actual purchasing decisions and also did not consider the other behaviours
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inherent to a successful reuse system (e.g., returning the containers after use). Substantial
evidence suggests that there is a gap between intentions and action [42]. Measuring
willingness rather than intentions, helps as intentions may be undermined by the (current)
scarcity of reuse systems (i.e., people are unlikely to intend to use something that they
have not yet had the opportunity to do but may be willing to). Furthermore, research in
other contexts has suggested that willingness is associated with actual behaviour (e.g., [43]).
However, future studies should seek to identify ways to measure actual behaviour, ideally
unobtrusively (e.g., via data on purchasing behaviour).

6. Conclusions

This study indicates that, although providing consumers with information about the
environmental consequences of their choices increases awareness of the environmental
impacts of action, it does not substantially change consumers’ willingness to participate in
reuse systems or modify their views about these systems. We therefore echo recent reviews
that call for a shift away from informational approaches and towards interventions that
focus on the barriers that motivated people encounter translating good intentions into
action [39,40].

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, T.L.W.; Methodology, T.L.W.; Formal analysis, A.T. and
T.L.W.; Investigation, A.T. and T.L.W.; Data curation, A.T.; Writing—original draft, A.T. and T.L.W.;
Writing—review & editing, T.L.W.; Supervision, T.L.W.; Funding acquisition, T.L.W. All authors have
read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by the Smart Sustainable Plastic Packaging Challenge (UK Re-
search and Innovation) via the TRACE (Technology enabled Reusable Assets for a Circular Economy)
project, led by Pragmatic SemiConductor (Grant number: 10015760, https://gtr.ukri.org/projects?
ref=10015760). The authors are grateful to Meghann Matthews and Sarah Greenwood for their useful
advice throughout the project.

Institutional Review Board Statement: The study was approved by the Research Ethics Committee
at the University of Sheffield (Application #059030, approved 8 April 2024).

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was obtained from all participants involved in
the study.

Data Availability Statement: The raw data supporting the conclusions of this article is available on
the Open Science Framework (https://osf.io/4k5j9/files/osfstorage/668be927a5387a0709a3c702,
accessed on 4 June 2024).

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Plastics—The Facts. 2022. Available online: https://plasticseurope.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/10/PE-PLASTICS-THE-

FACTS_V7-Tue_19-10-1.pdf (accessed on 23 July 2024).
2. Nasrollahi, M.; Beynaghi, A.; Mohamady, F.M.; Mozafari, M. Plastic packaging, recycling, and sustainable development. In

Responsible Consumption and Production. Encyclopedia of the UN Sustainable Development Goals; Leal Filho, W., Azul, A.M., Brandli,
L., Özuyar, P.G., Wall, T., Eds.; Springer: Cham, Switzerland, 2022; pp. 544–551. [CrossRef]

3. Opara, U.L.; Mditshwa, A. A review on the role of packaging in securing food system: Adding value to food products and
reducing losses and waste. Afr. J. Agric. Res. 2013, 8, 2621–2630. [CrossRef]

4. Wohner, B.; Pauer, E.; Heinrich, V.; Tacker, M. Packaging-related food losses and waste: An overview of drivers and issues.
Sustainability 2019, 11, 264. [CrossRef]

5. Tejaswini, M.; Pathak, P.; Ramkrishna, S.; Ganesh, P.S. A comprehensive review on integrative approach for sustainable
management of plastic waste and its associated externalities. Sci. Total Environ. 2022, 825, 153973. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

6. Peake, L. Plastic waste in the United Kingdom. In Plastic Waste and Recycling; Letcher, T.M., Ed.; Academic Press: London, UK,
2020; pp. 585–600. [CrossRef]

7. Hopewell, J.; Dvorak, R.; Kosior, E. Plastics recycling: Challenges and opportunities. Philos. Trans. R. Soc. Lond. B Biol. Sci. 2009,
364, 2115–2126. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

8. Herberz, T.; Barlow, C.Y.; Finkbeiner, M. Sustainability assessment of a single-use plastics ban. Sustainability 2020, 12, 3746.
[CrossRef]

https://gtr.ukri.org/projects?ref=10015760
https://gtr.ukri.org/projects?ref=10015760
https://osf.io/4k5j9/files/osfstorage/668be927a5387a0709a3c702
https://plasticseurope.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/10/PE-PLASTICS-THE-FACTS_V7-Tue_19-10-1.pdf
https://plasticseurope.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/10/PE-PLASTICS-THE-FACTS_V7-Tue_19-10-1.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-95726-5_110
https://doi.org/10.5897/AJAR2013.6931
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11010264
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2022.153973
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35183624
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-817880-5.00023-2
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2008.0311
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19528059
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12093746


Sustainability 2024, 16, 6599 11 of 12

9. Completing the Picture: How the Circular Economy Tackles Climate Change. Available online: https://www.hoop-hub.eu/
virtual_images/134-6254016ea43c113bc152bb9f06f1ec02.pdf (accessed on 23 July 2024).

10. Global Commitment Progress Report. 2022. Available online: https://www.ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/global-commitment-
2022/overview (accessed on 23 July 2024).

11. Reuse Systems Unpacked. Available online: https://hubbub.org.uk/reuse-systems-unpacked (accessed on 23 July 2024).
12. Castillo-Benancio, S.; Alvarez-Risco, A.; Esquerre-Botton, S.; Leclercq-Machado, L.; Calle-Nole, M.; Morales-Ríos, F.; de las

Mercedes Anderson-Seminario, M.; Del-Aguila-Arcentales, S. Circular economy for packaging and carbon footprint. In Circular
Economy: Impact on Carbon and Water Footprint; Springer: Singapore, 2022; pp. 115–138.

13. Zimmermann, T.; Bliklen, R. Single-use vs. reusable packaging in e-commerce: Comparing carbon footprints and identifying
break-even points. GAIA—Ecol. Perspect. Sci. Soc. 2020, 29, 176–183. [CrossRef]

14. Webb, T.L.; Greenwood, S. The Many Happy Returns Project; Smart Sustainable Plastic Packaging Challenge Enabling Research
Programme Event: Southampton, UK, 2024.

15. Refill Stations for Laundry Detergent Launched at Lidl. Available online: https://packagingeurope.com/news/refill-stations-
for-laundry-detergent-launched-at-lidl/8172.article (accessed on 23 July 2024).

16. Bradley, C.G.; Corsini, L. A literature review and analytical framework of the sustainability of reusable packaging. Sustain. Prod.
Consum. 2023, 37, 126–141. [CrossRef]

17. The Bring it Back Fund—Impact and Learning. Available online: https://hubbub.org.uk/bring-it-back-fund (accessed on 23 July
2024).

18. Worries about Climate Change, Great Britain: September to October 2022. Available online: https://www.ons.gov.uk/
peoplepopulationandcommunity/wellbeing/articles/worriesaboutclimatechangegreatbritain/septembertooctober2022 (accessed
on 23 July 2024).

19. Cottafava, D.; Costamagna, M.; Baricco, M.; Corazza, L.; Miceli, D.; Riccardo, L.E. Assessment of the environmental break-even
point for deposit return systems through an LCA analysis of single-use and reusable cups. Sustain. Prod. Consum. 2021, 27,
228–241. [CrossRef]

20. Hoseini, M.; Greenwood, S.C.; Eman, S.; Mattinson, P.; Baird, H.M.; Beswick-Parsons, R.; Fairclough, J.P.A.; Webb, T.L.; Ryan,
A.J.; Rothman, R.H. Integrating behavioural, material and environmental science to inform the design and evaluation of a reuse
system for takeaway food. Resour. Conserv. Recycl. 2024, 209, 107815. [CrossRef]

21. Condemi, A.; Cucchiella, F.; Schettini, D. Circular economy and E-waste: An opportunity from RFID TAGs. Appl. Sci. 2019, 9,
3422. [CrossRef]

22. Matthews, M.; Webb, T.L. Review of how tracking technologies have been used within reuse systems for food and drink. In
Reusability by Design: Reusable Plastic Packaging Design Guidance for the Value Chain; RECOUP: Peterborough, UK, 2022. Available
online: https://www.recoup.org/p/428/recoup-reports-2022 (accessed on 23 July 2024).

23. Reuse. Refill. Rethink. Our Progress towards a Packaging Revolution. Available online: https://www.unilever.com/reuse-refill-
rethink-plastic/ (accessed on 23 July 2024).

24. Ajzen, I. The theory of planned behavior. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Process. 1991, 50, 179–211. [CrossRef]
25. Gibbons, F.X.; Gerrard, M.; Blanton, H.; Russell, D.W. Reasoned action and social reaction: Willingness and intention as

independent predictors of health risk. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 1998, 74, 1164–1180. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
26. Faul, F.; Erdfelder, E.; Lang, A.G.; Buchner, A. G*Power 3: A flexible statistical power analysis program for the social, behavioral,

and biomedical sciences. Behav. Res. Methods 2007, 39, 175–191. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
27. Heidbreder, L.M.; Schmitt, M. Fasting plastic: An intervention study to break habits of plastic consumption. PsyEcology 2020, 11,

170–192. [CrossRef]
28. Matthews, M.; Webb, T.L. Understanding consumer’s willingness to engage with digital reuse systems. Sustainability 2023, 15,

14560. [CrossRef]
29. Straughan, R.D.; Roberts, J.A. Environmental segmentation alternatives: A look at green consumer behavior in the new

millennium. J. Consum. Mark. 1999, 16, 558–575. [CrossRef]
30. Vu, H.N.D.; Nielsen, M.R. Understanding determinants of the intention to buy rhino horn in Vietnam through the Theory of

Planned Behaviour and the Theory of Interpersonal Behaviour. Ecol. Econ. 2022, 195, 107361. [CrossRef]
31. Jones, M.A.; Mothersbaugh, D.L.; Beatty, S.E. Switching barriers and repurchase intentions in services. J. Retail. 2000, 76, 259–274.

[CrossRef]
32. Pinos, J.; Hahladakis, J.N.; Chen, H. Why is the generation of packaging waste from express deliveries a major problem? Sci. Total

Environ. 2022, 830, 154759. [CrossRef]
33. Moss, E.; Gerken, K.; Youngblood, K.; Jambeck, J.R. Global landscape analysis of reuse and refill solutions. Front. Sustain. 2022, 3,

1006702. [CrossRef]
34. Ahamed, A.; Huang, P.; Young, J.; Gallego-Schmid, A.; Price, R.; Shaver, M.P. Technical and environmental assessment of

end-of-life scenarios for plastic packaging with electronic tags. Resour. Conserv. Recycl. 2024, 201, 107341. [CrossRef]
35. Colombo, S.L.; Chiarella, S.G.; Lefrançois, C.; Fradin, J.; Raffone, A.; Simione, L. Why knowing about climate change is not

enough to change: A perspective paper on the factors explaining the environmental knowledge-action gap. Sustainability 2023, 15,
14859. [CrossRef]

https://www.hoop-hub.eu/virtual_images/134-6254016ea43c113bc152bb9f06f1ec02.pdf
https://www.hoop-hub.eu/virtual_images/134-6254016ea43c113bc152bb9f06f1ec02.pdf
https://www.ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/global-commitment-2022/overview
https://www.ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/global-commitment-2022/overview
https://hubbub.org.uk/reuse-systems-unpacked
https://doi.org/10.14512/gaia.29.3.8
https://packagingeurope.com/news/refill-stations-for-laundry-detergent-launched-at-lidl/8172.article
https://packagingeurope.com/news/refill-stations-for-laundry-detergent-launched-at-lidl/8172.article
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.spc.2023.02.009
https://hubbub.org.uk/bring-it-back-fund
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/wellbeing/articles/worriesaboutclimatechangegreatbritain/septembertooctober2022
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/wellbeing/articles/worriesaboutclimatechangegreatbritain/septembertooctober2022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.spc.2020.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2024.107815
https://doi.org/10.3390/app9163422
https://www.recoup.org/p/428/recoup-reports-2022
https://www.unilever.com/reuse-refill-rethink-plastic/
https://www.unilever.com/reuse-refill-rethink-plastic/
https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(91)90020-T
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.5.1164
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9599437
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193146
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17695343
https://doi.org/10.1080/21711976.2020.1728652
https://doi.org/10.3390/su151914560
https://doi.org/10.1108/07363769910297506
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2022.107361
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-4359(00)00024-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2022.154759
https://doi.org/10.3389/frsus.2022.1006702
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2023.107341
https://doi.org/10.3390/su152014859


Sustainability 2024, 16, 6599 12 of 12

36. Baird, H.M.; Meade, K.; Webb, T.L. This has already been used! A paradigm to measure the point at which people become
unwilling to use reusable containers. J. Cleaner. Prod. 2022, 363, 132321. [CrossRef]

37. Mastria, S.; Vezzil, A.; De Cesarei, A. Switching to reuse: The impact of information on consumers’ choices for reusable food
packaging. Sustainability 2024, 16, 5937. [CrossRef]

38. Pott, S.L.; Baird, H.M.; Eman, S.; Ciocirlan, A.-B.; Foster, K.; Green, G.; Grobien, M.; Webb, T.L. Does providing information about
cleaning increase people’s willingness to (re) use bowls that show signs of previous use? Sustainability 2024, 16, 1322. [CrossRef]

39. Albarracín, D.; Fayaz-Farkhad, B.; Granados Samayoa, J.A. Determinants of behaviour and their efficacy as targets of behavioural
change interventions. Nat. Rev. Psychol. 2024, 3, 377–392. [CrossRef]

40. Whitmarsh, L.; Poortinga, W.; Capstick, S. Behaviour change to address climate change. Curr. Opin. Psychol. 2021, 42, 76–81.
[CrossRef]

41. Loewenstein, G. Out of control: Visceral influences on behavior. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Process. 1996, 65, 272–292. [CrossRef]
42. Carrington, M.J.; Neville, B.A.; Whitwell, G.J. Why ethical consumers don’t walk Their talk: Towards a framework for under-

standing the gap between the ethical purchase intentions and actual buying behaviour of ethically minded consumers. J. Bus.
Ethics 2010, 97, 139–158. [CrossRef]

43. Hukkelberg, S.S.; Dykstra, J.L. Using the prototype/willingness model to predict smoking behaviour among Norwegian
adolescents. Addict. Behav. 2009, 34, 270–276. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2022.132321
https://doi.org/10.3390/su16145937
https://doi.org/10.3390/su16031322
https://doi.org/10.1038/s44159-024-00305-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2021.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.1996.0028
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-010-0501-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.addbeh.2008.10.024

	Introduction 
	The Present Research 
	Methods 
	Participants 
	Scenario 
	Manipulation of Information 
	Measures 
	Approach to Analysis 

	Results 
	Beliefs about Digital Reuse Systems 
	Manipulation Check 
	Impact of Information on Willingness to Engage with the Digital Reuse Systems 
	Impact of Information on Beliefs about Reuse Systems 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

